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Government of NCT of Delhi & Ors.
-versus-

Satya Prakash S/0 Om Prakash

order ( ORAL )

Mon'hie Shri V . K . li/i^ j" t r a . Member CA) :

Respondents In the OA No.2763/2001 have moved this
appl ication seeRIng review of order dated 13.5.2003
passed in that OA. Adm I t ted I y th I s app 1 I oat i on has been
fi led beyond the I I m I tat I on per I od prov I ded I n I aw for
making the review appi I oat I on. The learned counsel of
respondents (review appl icants) has contended that noting
that the discipl inary author Ity at the stage of show
cause notice had pre-determlned the issue and arrived at
a final conclusion before receiving representation of the
charged officer against the dissenting note of the
discipl inary authority wlth the findings of the enquiry
officer, OA was al lowed. He pointed out that in certain
other oases, the Tribunal had permitted the discipl inary
authority to proceed afresh In the matter from the stage
of recording of the note of disagreement, but In the
present case. Instead of granting that latitude, the OA
was a i 1 owed.
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2. Basical ly, a review is permissible only i f an

error apparent on record is pointed out. The content ion

raised by the learned counsel of review appl icants is not

in the nature of an error apparent on the record. As

such, even if the delay in submission of the review

petition is condoned, this appl ication is beyond the

scope and ambit of review.

3. In the result, the RA is dismissed.
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( Shanker Raju )
Member (J)

/as/

C V. K. Majotra )
Member (A)
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